The role of personal background knowledge-in particular knowledge about the context of production of an artwork-has been only marginally taken into account in cognitive approaches to art. Addressing this issue is crucial to enhancing these approaches' explanatory power and framing their collaboration with the humanities (Bullot and Reber, in press). This paper sketches a model of the experience of artworks based on the mechanisms of intention attribution, and shows how this model makes it possible to address the issue of personal background knowledge empirically. I claim that the role of intention attribution in art
distinguish female bodies from male bodies. Ramachandran and Hisrtein argued that the elicitation of a peak-shift effect is an artistic universal and that it confers atemporal artistic value.
John Hyman (2010) argued against the existence of artistic universals and showed that a peak-shift effect is judged as kitsch at least as frequently as it is judged to be artistically valuable. More generally, researchers in the humanities doubt the existence of artistic universals, arguing that the way we evaluate an artwork always depends on what we know about its context of production (Danto, 1981) . For instance, we will not attribute the same value to an impressionist painting if we believe that it was painted in 1872 or last year (Genette, 1997) . It seems plausible that we do not even see it in the same way (this point will be discussed in the last section of this paper). Other observations of the same kind indicate that a decontextualized account of artistic value would be at best extremely incomplete. The very same property can be evaluated (and probably seen) differently depending on its role in a given work and depending on the observer's background knowledge. For instance, an apparent brushstroke is evaluated differently in a photorealistic painting and in an impressionist painting. Moreover, the same apparent brushstroke in the same impressionist painting could both have been used as an argument to evaluate the painting negatively when it was painted and be used as an argument in favor of its excellence today.
For these reasons, Bullot and Reber (in press) argue that the main challenge for cognitive approaches to art is to show that they can take into account the role of historical background knowledge in the personal experience of an artwork. Addressing this point would also make it possible for those taking cognitive approaches to collaborate with researchers in the humanities, where the contextualization of an artwork is a major issue.
In this paper I sketch a cognitive approach to art based on the mechanisms of intention attributions. I show that an "intentional model" of the reception of artworks is ideally suited to investigate the role of personal historical background knowledge, since the intentions that we attribute to an artist when looking at her work depend on what we know about its context of production. If we believe that an impressionistic painting was painted at the beginning of the impressionist movement, we may see behind the brushstrokes, for instance, the intention of exploring a new kind of pictorial representation in the hope of capturing fleeting visual sensations. But if we believe instead that the painting is recent, we may see behind the strokes the intention of copying an old-fashioned style to please the eye of a naïve potential customer.
The next section sketches an intentional model of the reception of artworks. Then I provide arguments for the model based on existing work in the domains of artifact cognition, ijn_00750952, version 1 -12 Nov 2012 communication, and perception of action. In the final section I discuss how this intentional model can generate testable predictions and suggest a crucial question concerning how attributed intentions determine the perception of an artwork.
The intentional model
Although some authors have denied any role for intention attribution in the experience of artworks (Wismatt & Beardsley, 1954) , nowadays the majority recognizes that intention attribution must play some role (Danto, 1981; Iseminger, 1992; Levinson, 1979; Walton, 1970) . However, this role may have been incorrectly described, or, at the least, some of its important components may have been neglected (Pignocchi, 2012) . This is due, first, to an identification of the artist's intention with her conscious and abstract aims, as if a work of art could be produced on the basis of a single intention or a small set of them. Levinson (1979) suggested a definition of art based on the intention of the artist. He proposed that X counts as art if it has been intended for regard in a way that preexisting artworks are or were regarded. The definition has been criticized for being too inclusive. Carroll (1999) , for example, noted that nowadays many family photos are taken with the intention to produce a mimetic representation of their models and that they do not count as art despite the similarity with the kind of intentions that Renaissance painters had when producing art. Levinson (1989) answered this kind of criticism with the claim that "producing a mimetic representation" was not the only intention of the Renaissance painters. They generally also wanted their work to bear formal and expressive qualities, to display a certain amount of skill, to have various symbolic meanings, etc. In other words, Levinson argued that his detractors have a too-narrow conception of intentions (Pignocchi, in press ). However, the intentions that Levinson mentioned still constitute an extremely small and partial subset of a painter's intentions. On their own, these kinds of quite abstract intentions would never lead to the production of a painting. The production of a painting requires many other kinds of mental states, including less abstract conscious aims, intuitions, emotions, non-propositional causal factors such as intentions in action and personality traits, and so forth.
The same narrow account of intention is found in debates about interpretation and meaning (Iseminger, 1992; see however Baxandall 1985; Wollheim, 1987 , and, following Wollheim, Carroll, 2011 . The authors generally seem to tacitly accept that the relevant intentions of the artist consist only of a few conscious and abstract aims. In this paper I will argue that local, unconscious and non-propositional intentions are at least as relevant to ijn_00750952, version 1 -12 Nov 2012 understanding our relations with artworks as the kind of general, propositional and abstract intentions generally mentioned in the literature.
In everyday social interactions, when we observe others' behavior, interact or communicate with them, we attribute a variety of mental states to them (for instance we attribute emotions very spontaneously, we take into account people's personality traits when interpreting or predicting their behavior, and we are able to attribute unconscious psychological properties to a person, at least through explicit reasoning and theorizing). Since there is no reason to believe that art experience activates special kinds of mechanisms of mental states attribution, the default hypothesis for an intentional model of our relationship to artworks is that during the experience of art we attribute the same range of mental states as in everyday social interactions. Thus, as a working definition, we should endorse a very broad account of the "artist's intentions." It should include all the mental states-conscious or not, propositional or not-that have played a causal role during the production of the work.
This definition is idiosyncratic and much broader than both the common and the theoretical use of the term. It is quite close, however, of the use made in some isolated but influential works such as Baxadall's Pattern of intention and Wollheim's Painting as an art (for a detailed comparison of my use of the concept of intention and Baxadall's see Pignocchi, 2012) . Discussing Painting as an art, Carroll (2011) claimed that Wollheim position should be called "mentalist" and not "intentionalist" since it considers many kinds of mental states, including unconscious one, that are not traditionally considered as intentions. However, I
want to try to subsume all of these mental states under the common label "intention," to insist on the notion of causality. In fact, the mental states that we care about, as spectators, are only those which have had a causal influence, through the actions and the decisions of the artist, on the appearance of the artwork. We are extremely permissive when we detect intentions behind the properties of a work: many intentions that we attribute to the artist are invented or, at least, projected (Pignocchi, 2012) . However, a mental state that we believe to have left absolutely no traces in the appearance of the work (even if the artist himself claims it has) plays no role in our perception and appreciation of it (Wollheim, 1987) .
The second reason that has led to an underestimation of the role of intentions is that authors generally only take into account the conscious attribution of intention, paradigmatically the intentions that are reconstructed by the critic or the art historian.
However, like the intentions themselves, the attribution of intentions needs not be explicit and conscious. Here again, a preliminary argument comes from everyday social interactions: in our everyday life we also attribute mental states to others implicitly and/or unconsciously.
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Thus, the default working hypothesis is to consider that the same kind of implicit and/or unconscious intention attribution can happen during the experience of an artwork.
Contrary to a common assumption (Frith & Frith, 2008) , the distinction between implicit and explicit mental state attribution should not be equated with the distinction between conscious and unconscious mental state attribution. The implicit/explicit distinction refers to the way something is represented, whereas the conscious/unconscious distinction refers to phenomenal experience. An implicit mental state attribution happens when someone's behavior (or the result of this behavior) is perceived or interpreted in a way that is coherent with this behavior's being the outcome of a particular intentional process, but without representation of the relevant mental states as such (Butterfill & Apperly, submitted) . In fact, a behavior (or the result of a behavior) can be perceived as the result of intentions, but it need not be (it can be perceived as a mere physical event). For it to be perceived as intentional, the intentions of the agent do not need to be explicitly represented. It is enough for the perceptual appearance of the behavior to be segmented and organized in a way that is coherent with causation by the relevant kind of intentions. This implicit mode of intention attribution can, but need not, feed explicit intention attribution. For instance, the lines of a drawing can be perceptually organized as the result of specific kinds of actions (i.e. as having a beginning and an end, a direction, a speed, a pressure, as being organized in a particular sequence: Pignocchi, 2010 ) but without the intentions that have produced these lines being represented as such. At least theoretically, an implicit intention attribution of this kind can happen either consciously or unconsciously. Explicit intention attribution happens when the mental state attributed to someone is represented as such. Explicit intention attribution can be conscious or unconscious as well. Some theories of communication claim that understanding any sentence requires the explicit attribution of complex intentions to the speaker (Sperber, 2000) .
However, most of the time, these complex intention attributions remain unconscious. Kovacs et al. (2010) showed that a passive agent's belief about the presence or the absence of an object influences the speed of detection at which the participants who can represent that agent's belief detect it. This shows that participants explicitly represent the belief of the agent even if they are unaware of it. 
In the philosophy of art, one of the main issues is whether the intentions of the artist are important to determine the "true meaning" of an artwork or its "correct interpretation." Here, I
do not want to frame the problem in terms of meaning since I do not want to "reify" or "essentialize" the concept of meaning by implying that there is something such as the "true definition" of what the meaning of an artwork is (Shusterman, 1999) . The intentional model is about the mechanisms that underlie the experience of an artwork, not about what constitutes the "true meaning" of an artwork. However, it is important to verify that the intentional model is immune to the two main arguments given by anti-intentionalist philosophers in favor of the claim that intention attribution plays no role in the correct interpretation of artworks. The two arguments are the following: (1) artists' public declarations about their intentions are frequently irrelevant to interpreting an artwork (Beardsley, 1958) and (2) if the intentionalists were right, there would be only one correct interpretation of an artwork-that which conforms to the artist's intention-which does not seem to be the case (Gadamer, 1975; Ricoeur, 1976) .
These two arguments rest on the tacit assimilation of artists' intentions with their propositional and conscious goals. When endorsing a wider conception of intention-one that sees the intentions of the artist as a causal process involving unconscious and nonpropositional mental states-both arguments fail. The first fails because artists, like anyone else, have limited access to the mental states that play a causal role in their behavior.
Moreover, since some of their mental states have a non-propositional format (emotions, intuitions, images and sensations recalled in episodic memory, etc.) they, like anyone else, face the limits of language when describing the process by which their works are produced.
Moreover, compared with simpler behavior, the production of an artwork is generally shaped by many intuitions, emotions, images, and other mental states that are impossible to fully describe verbally-the impossibility of capturing such mental states in words being a possible motivation for the production of the artwork.
For these two reasons-unconscious mental states and non-propositional mental statesthe verbal explanations of artists can be only very rough and simplistic approximations of the mental states that have shaped the production of their work. As spectators, we spontaneously consider artists' verbal explanations as just a set of cues, among many others-the work itself, what we know about its context of production, the artist's biography, and so forth-that can be used to infer some of the mental states that played a causal role in the production of the work.
The second argument fails for the same reasons: given the variety and complexity of the intentions that are at play in the production of an artwork and, in particular, given the ijn_00750952, version 1 -12 Nov 2012 importance of non-propositional intentions, no verbal interpretation of a work can even approach an exhaustive description of its production process. Trying to describe all of the intentions that have shaped a work of art is like trying to describe a movie (each color, each sound, each motion): any description, even a very accurate one, leaves room for an infinite number of other equally accurate descriptions. This is why an intentionalist view of interpretation is compatible with the observation that an artwork generally gives rise to a rich plurality of interpretations.
The next section provides details and support for the intentional model by distinguishing three kinds of mechanisms of intention attribution activated by artworks.
Processes of intentions attribution during the reception of artworks

Function
Empirical work in artifact cognition shows that the intended function of an artifact is determinant for its categorization. When there is a conflict between intended function and present use, the participant tends to see the intended function as the "genuine function" of the artifact that determines its true identity (for review see Boyer and Barrett, 2004) . spoon and a fork, the factor that determines their answer is the time the draftsman spent looking at each of the two during the production of the drawing.
Simple artifacts such as chairs and knifes generally have a unique and quite simple function that is characteristic of their category: to be sat on, cutting, etc. In our daily interactions with them, reference to the intention of their creator generally remains implicit and unconscious. Moreover, there is no need for precise contextual knowledge about the processes of production of these artifacts to know what they were built for.
Artworks, however, can fulfill a variety of functions, none of which is more typical or standard than the others. Moreover, many artworks fulfill many functions at once (Davies, 1991; Kaufman, 2002; Stecker, 1990 ). As we shall see in the example below, even a single property of an artwork (a shape, a given color, a brushstroke) can fulfill various functions.
Thus, the impact of contextual knowledge on the attribution of function evidenced in children by Preissler and Bloom (2008) might be much more pervasive in the case of artworks than in 1 From here onward I use "function" as a synonym of "intended function," although there are other accounts of what a function is (Parsons & Carlson, 2008) .
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the case of simpler artifacts. Moreover, the attribution of intention that determines the attribution of function is likely to be frequently explicit and to be present even at the scale of a single property. Take Chardin's painting A Woman Drinking Tea. Imagine that at first sight I attribute to the painter the intention of producing a "realistic" painting, in the trivial sense of the word, that is to elicit an illusion of reality using conventional methods. In this case, both the face of the woman and the teapot would appear as not fully adequate. The features of the face are not clearly visible and they seem to vanish in the background. The teapot seems to be about to fall. Looking at it makes the eye uncomfortable.
Acquiring contextual knowledge about the painting's production might change the way I look at the woman's face and the teapot. Baxandall (1985) showed that Chardin drew on the scientific and philosophical theories about perception of his time-notably Locke's and Newton's empiricist theories-to produce subtle perceptual effects. Chardin knew that when looking at a painting, the eye of the beholder is attracted by faces and areas of strong contrast.
In order to keep his painting from eliciting a straightforward pathway for the eye, Chardin blurred the features of the woman's face to weaken its attractive power. He also created a diffuse area of strong contrast along her arm so that the eye hesitates between the face and the arm. Chardin knew that the colors of a painting can create illusions of distance. Notably, cold colors tend to retract and give an impression of remoteness, whereas hot colors tend to expand and create the illusion of closeness. Chardin used this knowledge to create a complex interaction between colors and perspective on the teapot. The perspective of the teapot is false: the teapot seems to be in front of the table and about to fall (maybe this is why the drawer is opened: to receive the falling teapot). But since the teapot is painted in a colder color than the table, it tends to move backward in comparison to it. The colors tend to put the teapot that the perspective tries to cause to fall back on the table. Moreover, since colors are perceived mostly in the focal area, their effect is strongest when we look directly at the teapot.
When the eye leaves it, perspective takes over and the teapot tends to appear to fall. Its strange position attracts the eye and, when the eye arrives at it, the colors move it back onto the table. Like the blurred face and the contrasted arm, the teapot tends to destabilize the perception of the painting. Through these effects, Chardin might have wanted his painting to elicit a more active exploration than traditional paintings do, as if the beholder were in front of a real moving three-dimensional scene and not a flat, static painting. In other words, Chardin wanted not to mimic the appearance of the things represented by his painting, to ijn_00750952, version 1 -12 Nov 2012 produce a conventional "realistic painting," but to mimic the movement the eye would have had in front of those things.
Pursuing my reading of Baxandall's Patterns of Intention, I learn that the woman in the painting is Chardin's first wife a few weeks before her death. At the time of painting she was already ill and Chardin knew it. Learning this adds a functional layer to the properties of the painting. The face of the woman is blurred not only to destabilize perception but also because the woman was already disappearing. The perceptually destabilizing effects that put the eye in an uncomfortable position when looking at this painting are intended not only to mimic the movements of the eye across a real scene but also to elicit the kind of unpleasant feeling that Chardin must have had during this period when looking at his wife, even when she was performing the most routine activities.
Learning this information about Chardin's (possible) intentions changes the way I categorize the painting-no longer as a "realistic painting"-and the way I evaluate itprobably more positively. It also changes how I look at the blurred face and the teapot: I no longer perceive them as failing to fulfill their function. The precise impact of this knowledge on perception is an open question.
Artifact cognition mechanisms are the only ones mentioned in arguments for a role of intention attribution in art experience in the literature (Levinson, 2007; Bullot & Reber, in press ). However, other mechanisms of intention attribution are also likely to be activated by artworks. The next section discusses the hypothesis that the properties of artworks activate the mechanisms involved in everyday communicative interactions (verbal or non-verbal).
Communication
Theories of human communication show that intention attribution is pervasive during the understanding of communicative acts, both verbal and non-verbal (Sperber & Wilson, 1986 ).
According to relevance theory, sentences are cues that speakers provide to allow hearers, using the context of enunciation and background knowledge, to retrieve what the speaker wants them to understand-the speaker's meaning. The psychological processes of intention reconstruction specialized in communication are activated by the detection of a communicative intention (Sperber & Wilson, 1986; 2002) . Ostensively addressing someone, for instance, is recognized as the expression of a communicative intention. But there are many other ways to express a communicative intention. Csibra (2010) argued that young infants recognize communicative intentions using cues such as eye contact, the intonation of the voice, and contingent reactivity to the infant's behavior. The work of Csibra and his ijn_00750952, version 1 -12 Nov 2012 collaborators shows that the detection of a communicative intention determines how children interpret and memorize a given behavior. If they detect no communicative intention, children try to understand the internal rationality of the behavior. When a communicative intention is detected, they look at the very same behavior as communicative and try to understand what the agent wants them to understand (Topal et al., 2008; Király et al., 2004) .
In adults, there are many ways to make a communicative intention manifest. As with children, whether or not they detect a communicative intention influences the way they interpret a given behavior. If I am seated in front of you during dinner and I kick your leg under the table, you will react differently depending on whether or not you take my gesture as communicative. If you believe that I kicked your leg by accident, you will expect me to apologize. If you interpret the same behavior as communicative, you will spontaneously try to understand what I want you to understand: maybe I want to remind you that you have to say something at this point in the dinner, maybe I want to help you realize that you are about to commit some blunder. If I find a drawing on the table when I come back home, I look at it differently if I believe that my roommate did it to remember how something looked than if I believe she did it and left it on the table to tell me something. During experiences of art, as in everyday social interactions, the detection of a communicative intention can activate mechanisms specialized in the understanding of communicative acts. More precisely, the detection of a communicative intention might determine whether the mechanisms that are recruited to process a given property are those for artifact cognition or for communication.
Cinema, and notably Hollywood cinema, has developed various tools to make the communicative intentions of the movie director manifest. For instance, at the beginning of Hitchcock's Psycho we see Marion leaving her office with a great amount of company money that she is to deposit at the bank. After a cut, we find Marion in her room. Then the camera moves toward the money on the bed and zooms in on it. Then the music starts and the camera moves slowly toward a suitcase that Marion is filling. Hitchcock's communicative intention is very manifest. It is almost as if he was kicking our leg and ostensively pointing at the money and the suitcase. The content of what he wants us to understand comes also very easily to mind: Marion is stealing the money.
The detection of a communicative intention activates a general expectation of relevance.
That is, if I recognize that someone ostensively addresses me, I expect this person to transmit some information that she believes to be optimally relevant for me (Sperber and Wilson, 1896) . The concept of relevance is used here in the technical sense of a ratio between the cognitive effects produced by some information and the effort needed to process it. So, when I
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recognize that someone is ostensively addressing me, I expect that she believes that what she wants me to understand is worth processing-i.e., that it will allow me to derive enough cognitive effects to justify the effort of understanding her.
This general expectation of relevance guides the process of understanding and allows the receiver of a communicative act to guess what the producer wants him to understand. In the above examples, the receiver's expectation of relevance is satisfied by one single and strongly implied meaning. When I kick your leg to help you realize that you are about to commit a blunder, the strongly implied meaning 'you'd better shut up' is sufficiently relevant to satisfy the expectation of relevance activated by my behavior. In the same way, the meaning 'Marion is stealing the money' is relevant enough to satisfy the expectation of relevance.
In movies as in everyday communication, the expectation of relevance is frequently satisfied not by one strongly implied meaning but by the accumulation of many weakly implied meanings. Imagine that I am sitting in front of you in a train and that I kick your leg before looking at the landscape by the window with a smile. You spontaneously understand that I want to communicate something about the landscape and you look at it. The landscape is nice, but not nice enough for the meaning 'look how nice it is' to satisfy your expectation of relevance on its own. So you spontaneously look for other weakly implied meanings: I want to express my happiness to go on holidays, something in the landscape reminds me of a conversation we just had, etc. Maybe the connection between the landscape and our recent conversation is not fully clear even for me. By pointing it to you I want to express an impression that I could not necessarily verbalize. Pointing out the landscape with a smile allows me to express this impression without the need to verbalize it. Giving you a cue to my impression is enough to allow you to recover it by guessing what could have been my motivation to produce this communicative act at this precise moment. The process of understanding stops when you have found enough weakly implied meanings of this kind for your expectation of relevance to be satisfied.
In the middle of Psycho, the camera again shows us the money on Marion's night table in a very ostensible way. But this time the implied meaning is much less clear. We already know that the money is there, so the meaning cannot be merely to inform us of its presence.
Moreover, Marion has just been murdered for reasons quite independent of the money.
However, since we trust Hitchcock's intention to be relevant, our processes of understanding automatically look for various weakly implied meanings to satisfy our expectation. There might be a kind of moral content, Hitchcock telling us that Marion has been punished for stealing the money. Maybe there is also a kind of joke about the fact that many spectators ijn_00750952, version 1 -12 Nov 2012 believed that the question of whether Marion would succeed in stealing the money was the core of the whole movie. Maybe Hitchcock is asking us to memorize where the money is because something relevant will happen to it soon (another expectation that Hitchcock will violate). Our mechanisms of understanding go through weakly implied meanings of this sort until their accumulation satisfies our expectation of relevance.
Malick's Thin Red Line is paradigmatic of the use of weakly implied meanings. Nature (for instance the alligator at the beginning of the movie) is filmed like the money in Psycho.
Malick seems to point to us scenes of nature so that we understand something. But when we look at these images, no clear meaning comes to mind. Many spectators do not even see these A vast amount of evidence shows that observers' procedural knowledge determines how they perceive the actions of others. That is, observers' knowledge on how to perform a given class of actions determines how they perceive actions of the same class performed by others (Aglioti et al., 2008; Calvo-Merino et al., 2005) . This claim generalizes not only to the action per se but also to its static result. More precisely, performing an activity that involves the repetition of a certain class of actions builds representations at the interface between perception and action that allow the planning of those actions by anticipating their distal perceptual outcomes (Hommel et al, 2001 ). These very same representations can then be used during perception of the outcome of the same actions performed by others, to perceptually organize them as the result of actions that the perceiver could have performed (Drost et al., 2005; Rieger, 2007) . In the case of art perception, this class of mechanisms could act upstream from, and feed into, the mechanisms devoted to artifact cognition and communication, as an initial determinant of how the properties of the work are perceptually organized.
In fact, we all perform activities with relevant similarities to artistic practices. We use pencils and related tools to write and produce at least basic drawings, we tell stories, take pictures, and many of us have at least some amateur artistic hobby. Thus, the properties of artworks frequently bear the traces in their final appearance of actions that we could have performed ourselves. Depending on perceivers' procedural knowledge of these kinds of activities, these properties can be perceived as the result of intentional actions that the perceiver could have produced. For instance, the lines of a drawing might be perceptually organized as the result of actions that the observer might have performed (Pignocchi, 2010;  see Taylor et al., 2012 , for an experimental exploration of this hypothesis adapted to brushstrokes). If this hypothesis is correct, the perceptual organization of the lines of a drawing already includes an implicit attribution of intentions-in this case, what philosophers call 'intentions in action' (Pacherie, 2000; Searle, 1983) . This mode of perception of the lines of a drawing can be a first step toward the explicit attribution of more complex intentions. Exactly what features are encoded by the representations at the interface between perception and action is still unclear. However, it has been claimed that repeating a given class of actions makes it possible to encode more and more complex features of those actions.
On one hand, this makes it possible to anticipate more and more complex features of the perceptual outcome of these actions when planning them. On the other hand, it allows one to perceive more and more complex features of the same type of actions when they are performed by others (Pignocchi, 2010) . Observers without special experience in drawing may be able to perceive simple features, such as the direction of movement, the speed of the gesture, or the pressure of the hand, as the result of intentions in actions that they could have produced. Instead, for an experimented draftsman, this mode of perception relates to more complex features such as sequences of gestures, recognitional or even aesthetic properties.
Depending on the kind of activities that a given subject practices, this mode of perception, wherein the properties of an artwork are directly perceived as the result of intentions that the subject could have formed, can apply to various kinds of properties. Some structural properties of the stories in novels or movies may count among them. In fact, we all tell stories, if only in the form of anecdotes to our friends. In doing so, we generally aim to produce some effects on our audience-surprise, for instance. Thus the properties of novels or movies that are intended to produce the same kinds of effect can be directly perceived as the result of intentions that we could have formed. This claim could be tested empirically by investigating the correlation between how participants evaluate an artwork and the intentions that they attribute to its author. However, using verbal evaluations as data-which is the main methodology used in studies on art within experimental psychology-raises numerous problems. Notably, it does not allow the precisely identification of what determines the responses of the participants (Reber, 2008) . As
we shall see in this section, there are preliminary reasons to believe that intention attribution influences perception per se, and thus that the intentional model can be tested without relying on the dubious methodology of using verbal evaluations as data. Futó and collaborators (2010) A subsequent question would be to check whether the effect is only attentional-the attribution of a given function attracts attention to the properties of the work that seem relevant to its fulfillment-or whether the attribution of function determines how the perceptual information is processed. This question could be addressed by contrasting the effect of contextual information that only attracts attention to some properties of the work with contextual information that invites the derivation of new inferences about the intended function of those properties. Again, intuition seems to favor the hypothesis that the attribution of function does not influence perception only through the orientation of attention but also determines the processing of perceptual information. Consider again the teapot of A Woman Drinking Tea. Notice that it is strangely plain. It seems shiny, but the scene around it is not much reflected in it. Noticing this attracts attention to this property of the teapot, but this does not seem to entail the kind of deep changes in our experience that Baxandall's functional analysis does. Now, consider the possibility that what is missing on the teapot is not reflection in general, but the reflection of the woman, and that the intended function of this absence is to reinforce the impression that she is disappearing. Now that a clear connection with Chardin's intention is made, the appearance of the teapot really seems to change. Now the feeling of the teapot's presence seems to be reinforced: it looks more material than the woman, like an unpleasant witness of her disappearance.
The same experimental paradigm-contrasting the effect of variable contextual information on a recognition task-would work for properties of artworks that are perceived as communicative acts. In this case, the impact of contextual knowledge might be particularly determinant. According to relevance theory, each communicative act rests on a guess on the producer's part about the knowledge that she shares with the receiver (Sperber & Wilson, 1986) . The producer can never be sure that the receiver has the relevant background knowledge that will enable her to understand what the producer wants her to understand.
Depending on the content of the communicative act, its context, and what the producer knows about the receiver, the guess can be more or less audacious. In the case of artworks, the guess is frequently particularly audacious because, unlike in everyday communication, the artist does not address a single person whose background knowledge she can approximate. Thus, the meaning that each spectator attributes to a property of an artwork (especially when it embodies many weakly implied meanings) is likely to be extremely variable depending on her background knowledge.
In the case of the mechanisms that use one's own procedural knowledge in perception of the results of others' actions, the main source of variability comes from the spectator's experience with the relevant artistic practices (another parameter that can be controlled experimentally: Pignocchi, 2010) . However, some experiments suggest that declarative contextual knowledge about intentions has a top-down influence on the perceptual segmentation of events (Zack, 2004) . Thus, while it may be that only practice can create the representations used by this family of psychological mechanisms, contextual knowledge might influence which of these representations are used to perceive a given set of properties.
The intentional model sketched in this paper distinguishes three families of mechanisms that are involved in the attribution of intentions during the experience of an artwork. The functioning of each of these mechanisms is influenced in a specific way by personal background knowledge. As suggested in this section, there are preliminary reasons to believe that the functioning of these mechanisms can influence the perception of the properties of artworks-either directly or through top-down processes. If this hypothesis is correct, the processes of intention attribution identified by the intentional model constitute an intermediary step between contextual knowledge and perception. Contextual knowledge feeds the mechanisms of intention attributions which (either directly or through top-down influences) control which properties of the artwork are attended to, how they are perceptually segmented and organized, and which inferences they trigger.
How pervasively intention attribution influences perception is an open empirical question.
If it seems that intention attribution deeply influences the perception of the properties of artworks, then the intentional model would need to be reformulated in stronger terms, according to which all aspects of our experience of artworks contain a reference-at least implicit and unconscious-to the intentions of the artist.
Whether in its soft version (artworks trigger rich attributions of intentions) or its strong version (all the aspects of our experience of artworks involve reference to the intentions of the artist), the intentional model addresses the challenge issued by Bullot and Reber (in press ). It shows that cognitive approaches to art can explain the role of background knowledge in the personal experience of an artwork. Moreover, unlike most cognitive approaches to art, it explains the simple observations made in the first section: the evaluation of an artwork depends on what we know about its context of production, and the evaluation of a property of an artwork depends on its role in the artwork and on the background knowledge of the observer. In fact, according to the intentional model, evaluation, be it of the whole work or of one of its properties, frequently (soft version) or always (strong version) depends on the intentions that we see behind this work or this property. More precisely, the evaluative component of our experience of an artwork can relate to the content of the attributed intention per se, how this intention seems to be realized in the work, or both (see Kaufman, 2002 , for a related account of evaluation). Consider again the case of an apparent brushstroke in different contexts and seen by different observers. In a photorealistic painting, since the overall intention of the artist seems to be to cancel the traces of her actions, an apparent brushstroke is seen as a bad realization of this intention. Instead, in an impressionistic painting, the same brushstroke can be seen as the correct realization of the intention to capture an impression using a single gesture. An observer at the end of the 19 th century could see the same brushstroke in the same impressionistic painting either as the poor realization of an intention to create a traditional illusion of reality (bad realization of a valuable intention) or as the correct realization of the intention to quickly produce a careless painting (correct realization of a negatively evaluated intention). Baxandall's analysis of A Woman Drinking Tea changes both the content of the intentions we see behind the face and the teapot and how we see those intentions realized in the artwork. Imagine that at first we see them as a bad realization of the quite banal intention to produce an illusion of reality. Reading Baxandall, we progressively see the skillful realization of the subtle intentions of destabilizing perception and embodying a deep feeling.
The take-home message of this article is that the intention attribution that determines part or all our experience of an artwork and of its properties can be implicit and unconscious.
Thus, we frequently do not notice their influence. We have the impression of liking or disliking the work or its properties per se. We say that we "like" this artwork, without noticing that what we actually like is the content of the intentions that we see behind it (we find them sincere, sophisticated, original, coherent, audacious) and their skilful realization in the work.
